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Violentia odlum parit, odium diſſenſiones. 


en bad the Churches reſt throughout all Judea, and 
| Galilee, and Samaria, and were ediſied; and walking 
in the Fear of the Lord, and in the Comfort of the Aoly 
. Ghoſt, were multiplied. Acts 9. 31. 
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Whites-Alley, London, May 
the 15th in the Year 1706. 
this Fra is humbly of- 
fer d by their affectionate 
Brother and humble Ser- 


vant, | 


Philaletbes. 


A 2 The 


The PREFACE. 


] F any ſhall be ſo uncharitable as to cenſure | 
| [| this Attempt to proceed from ſome evil de- 
ſian, I aſſure them that they are altogether | 
miſtaken, unleſs they account the Promotion of 
Truth and the Tranquillity of the Church to be 
ſuch ; for theſe are the only things that pre- 
* waiPd on me to meaale with this Point: for 
when I conſider the Unſoundneſs of their Opi- 
nion, and the Injuſtice of their Proceedings, 
who caſt all Perſons out of Fellowſhip that marry 
with Perſons of another Perſuaſion, and the © 
Miſmanagement ( in my apprehenſion) of the 
Controverſy by ſuch as oppos'd it, together 
with the ſad Effetts thereof, I am conflrain'd 
to contribute what T can in oraer to ſet the 
Matter ia its due light; and tho I may come | 
far ſhort, yet I am not without hopes that! 
have open d a Door to thoſe who have greater 
Parts, and more leiſure to compleat the ſame. 
Mean while I content my ſelf that I have done, 
ad no more than done, my Daty. 1 
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Ould I as cordially receive, and did 
I ſo firmly believe the 34th and the 
former part of the 20th Articles a- 
greed upon by the Biſhops and Clergy 
of England, as 1 do thoſe which the Diſſenters, 
by the Act of Toleration, are requir'd to ſub- 
ſcribe, I would in filence paſſively obey the Dę- 
crees of our Aſſembly, tho contrary to my own 
Opinion; and to any that ſhou'd ask me what 
my Thoughts were concerning mixt Marriages, 
I would only mutter out this part of my old 
=> Leſſon, Non eſt meum contra authoritatem Sena- 
tus dicere - But ſeeing I cannot, and the Govern- 
ment is pleas'd to allow me the liberty to diſſent 
from them in this, and alſo ſome other circum- 
=Z ſtantial things, provided I will ſubſcribe the 
= reſt of the Articles, | hope my Brethren will not 
in the leaſt ſcruple to imitate ſo great and ſo 
good a Pattern, and not account my friendly 
Endeavour to promote Truth and Charity a 
Crime, tho in ſome meaſure it may interfere 
with ſome of the Aſſembly's Agreements. 
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Preſuming on Indulgence, and flattering my 
ſelf with hopes of ſucceſs in ſo good and ho- 
neſt, tho weak Endeavour, I will proceed to 
epitomize the Controverſy, and ſhall endeavour 


Qui bene to diſtinguiſh between Truth and Error; than 
diſtinguit, which nothing is more neceſſary to make my 
®” preſent Undertaking profitable: and according 


as God ſhall aſſiſt me, or my Infirmitys obſtruct 


me herein, I have reaſon to expect the good 


or ill Succeſs of this Eſſay, 
The principal Queſtion is, 


IWhetber any Perſon baptiz'd on Profeſſion of 


Faith, and receiu'd into our Communion (be- 
ing diſposd to marry) is by the Law of God 
reſtrain'd to marry one of the ſame Commu- 
nion? 


A great deal hath been ſaid on both ſides to 
this Queſtion in private and publick Debates 
between our Brethren, they who affirm have 
taken the Opponency, and have in the firſt 
place endeavour'd to prove what they affirm 
trom Deut. 7, 3. Neither ſhalt thou make Mar- 
riages with them, thy Daughter thou ſhalt not 


(i. e.) from a Law that is abrogated long 


ſince: and it might have ſuffic'd, had the Re- 
ipondent only reply'd in the words of the Au- 
thor to the Hebrews, That this Law was only for 
the time then preſent, and to continue but till the 

une 


give unto bis Son, nor his Daughter ſhalt thou © 
tale unto thy Son. From hence they have ad- 
vanc'd many Arguments, to which (by the 
Reſpondent) as many Anſwers have been 
given; which is all loſt labour, becauſe the 
Arguments are fetch'd from a wrong place, 


(7) 

time of Reformation; and then directed the 
Opponent to Romans the 7th at the beginning, 
> and other Texts of like nature, which plainly 
” diſcover the Invalidity of all Arguments of 
this kind. Which we may further illuſtrate 

«1 by a Simily. | 
, © Suppoſe this Town where we dwell had once 
aq a Charter granted for the ſpace of ſeven years, 
the next Town had the like as to time; but in 
ours we have many more Privileges, and are 
bound to many more Duties, among the reſt, 
that we keep London Bridg in Repair: The 
ſſeven years are expir'd, and now we have no 
more two but one Charter for both Towns, by 
means whereof both enjoy like Privileges, and 
are oblig'd to perform like Duties, much 
different from either of the former Charters, in 
particular the Obligation to repair London Bridg 
is left out: now ſhould the Bridg-Wardens 
of London endeavour to compel us to continue 
© repairing the Bridg, and pretend to juſtify 
their Attempt only from the Clauſe in our 


| 


C 


1 old Charter, we ſhould not think our ſelves 
n 7 oblig'd to take any notice of it; and how much 
„„ leſs our Neighbours, if they ſhould impoſe it 


on them? 

The Application is ſo eaſy, that it is alto- 
ther needleſs to ſay any more, or take any 
manner of notice of any thing that hath been 
= ſaid on either ſide from that Law which was 


* given only to the Jews. 
de. Secondly, The next thing that falls in my 
1 : = way to conſider, is a certain - Poſition that's 


laid down (and by ſome thought to be prov'd) 
the Conſequence whereof (provided the Poſi- 
= tion be prov'd) doth prove what is affirm'd 
don the Queſtion, 
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The Poſition is, That ſuch Marriages are 
Fornication. See Unlawfulneſs of mixt Mar- 
riages, by Mr. Griff. p. 39. But my Brother 
there tells us in a Parentheſis,” that he intends 
in the ſenſe which he hath before ſhown, but 
in what ſenſe that is J cannot tel), but perhaps 
that may be owing to my Ignorance; for I 


know but of two ſorts of Fornication. (i. e.) 


Carnal and Spiritual, and *tis evident he doth 
not intend the former, for he gives us his Opi- 
nion of that, ſaying, © That is committed 
* when a Man ſhall lie with a Woman or 
Maid that is not his Wife. Nor is it likely 
he intends the latter, becauſe he never at- 
tempts to prove ſuch Marriages to be Idolatry. 
But however, if it be Fornication in any ſenſe, 
it's contrary to the Law of God, and then by 
juſt Conſequence the Affirmative is prov'd: 
Therefore 1 ſhall conſider thoſe places of Scrip- 
ture that are brought to prove the Poſition; 
the firſt is, 1 Cor. 6, 18. Flee Fornication ; for 


every Sin that a Man doth is without the Body; 


but be that committeth Fornication, ſinneth againſt 
his own Body. © Here we are told, that unleſs 
„by Fornication we underſtand mixt Mar- 
© riages, we cannot make good ſenſe of the 
Text, and what depends on it. To which 
it hath been often reply'd, that the Text hath 
no relation to Marriages; and Mr. T. as cited 
by Mr, G. faith, © It's to be obſerv'd that the 
«© Apoſtle ſpeaks not one word of Marriages. 
{i1ix, Mar. p. 30. To which Mr. G. replies, 


And I (ſaithhe) rather ſay, in that place 


** he ſpeaks of nothing but Marriages; what 
© means this word elſe, For two (faith he) 


hall le one Fleſh? 1 Cor. 6. 16. Whom doth 
„ theſe words refer to (faith he) but to the 
"Lord? 


L- 


. (9 
«© Lord ?: Gen. 2. 24. They (hall be one Fleſh; 
« (i. e.) a Man and his Wife ſhall be one 
« Fleſh. Secondly, Where doth He, namely 
« the Lord and Lawgiver, ſay by ſuch as com- 
ce mit common Fornication or Uncleanneſs, viz. 
when a Man ſhall lie with a Woman or Maid 
& that is not his Wife, That for this cauſe ſhall 
« a Man leave Father and Mother, and ſhall cleave 
& unto bis Wife ;, and they twain ſhall be one Fleſh - 
Wherefore they are no more twain, but one Fleſh 2 
& Mat. 19.5, 6. See Mark 10.7,8, And here 
he takes it for granted, that the Anſwer to his 
Queſtion, Where, Cc. is, No where (i. e.) 
that the Lord no where ſays ſo: and truly well 
he may, for the great Lawgiver (with Reve- 
rence be it ſpoken) is no where guilty of 
ſpeaking ſo improperly, as to call a Man's 
Whore his Wife ; indeed if he were, we ſhould 
be greatly puzzl'd when we read thoſe Laws 
which he hath made concerning Marriage, and 
alſo concerning Fornication. 

And now to be even with him, and every 
one elſe that ſhall ask the ſame Queſtion, let me 
ask a Queſtion, Where doth he ( namely, the 
Lord and Lawgiver) ſay by ſuch as marry be- 
yond the Pale of our Church, that they com- 
mit Fornication? Surely the Anſwer to my 
Queſtion - will be the ſame with his, 2iz. No 
where: and now my Premiſes are as rightly 
diſpos'd for a Concluſion as his. 

© Therefore ( (aith he) the Apoſtle ſpaaks 
* of Marriages in this place, it being the ſcope 
* of the Apoſtle. Then by parity of Reaſon 
| mult conclude thus: 


Therefore the Apoſtle ſpeaks not of Mar- 


riages in this place, it being not the ſcope of the 
Apoſtle, Thus you have the Caſe ballanc'd j 
_ an 


(10 
and now that which turns the Scale is the Scope, 
and if I ſhould be in the right he muſt be in 
the wrong, and then all will allow 1 have ho- 
neſtly gain'd the Point. 

Now that we may reach the Scope of the 
Apoſtle. let us look back ro the Occaſion of 
the words, which you have Chap. 5. v.1. It is re- 
ported commonly (ſaith he) that there is Fornication 
among you. and ſuch as is not ſo much as named 
amongſt the Gentiles e And what Fornication was 
that? not Marriage out of the Church, but 
that one ſpould have his Father's Wife; which was 
both Inceſt and Whoredom, a Sin ſo abomina- 
ble that 'twas not ſo much as nam'd amongſt 
ſuch who had only the Light of Nature to 
guide them; and yet this Church under the 
Profeſſion of the Chriſtian Religion ſeem'd to 
take little notice of it, notwithſtanding the 
Crime was ſo publickly known : which oc- 
caſion'd that ſharp Reproof in the firſt and ſe- 
cond Verſes; and in the 4th and 5th Verſes he 
exhorts them to deliver ſuch an one to Satan ; 
and goes on to ſhew them-the danger of ſuffer- 
ing ſuch a Member among them, alſo lets them 
know how they ſhould carry it towards him 
when excluded. And in the latter part of the 
13th Yerſe he reinforces his Exhortation, from 
whence he breaks off by a long Parentheſis to 
the latter part of the 13th Verſe of the ſixth 
Chapter, where he returns to what he was up- 
on, and ſo goes on with it to the end of this 
Chapter. Thus you ſee the Occaſion of the 
words, whence it plainly appears that the A po- 
5 is not diſcourſing about Marriages in this 
place. 5 

' But here ſeems to lie an Objection or two in 
the way. 
Objeck. 


(1) 

Object. 1. As to a Perſon's having his Father's 
Wife, ſome may ſay, it may as well be under- 
3 to have her in Marriage, his Father being 
dead. 

Anſw. I thought my Mother had been my 
Father's Widow when he was dead: Beſides, in 
2 Coy. 7, 12. where the Apoſtle ſeems to be 
ſpeaking of the ſame thing, he mentions one 
ſuffering as well as one doing the Wrong, which 
muſt be the Father, and argues he was alive; 
moreover, their Laws would not ſuffer a Man 
to marry his Father's Widow, 

Object. 2. It the Apoſtle doth not intend 
Marriage, why doth he refer to Gen. 2. 24. 
ſince it is plain that Place ſpeaks of Husband 
and Wife? | 

Anſw. Nothing can be more apt to his pur- 
poſe, notwithſtanding that ſpeaks of Husband 
and Wife, and he is ſpeaking of a Fornicator 
and Harlot; becauſe the Conjunction of Huſ- 
band and Wife, and the Fornicator and Harlot, 
differ not as to the Species of the AR, but only 
as to the Morality of it. 

Thus having ſhown you that the Apoſtle 
doth not intend mixt Marriages in this place, 
and anſwer'd the Objections, I think it need- 
leſs to ſay any thing to what Mr. G. ſays p. 31. 
for that depends on this, and ſtands or falls 
with it. 

The ſecond Scripture that is brought to prove 
this Poſition is, Rev. 2. 14. But I have a few 
things againſt thee, becauſe thou baſt there them 
that bold the Doctrine of Baalam, who taught Ba- 
lack to caſt a Stumbling-block before the Children 
of Iſrael, to eat things ſacrificed to Idols, and to 
commit Fornication. And the moſt that has 
been ſaid by Mr. Griffith and others, they fetch 


from 
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from Joſephus : To which it hath been reply'd, 


That if Mr. G. and others that have followed 
e him had caſt their Eyes on ver. 15. inſtead 
* of looking into Joſephus, they might eaſily 
have perceiv*d what kind of Fornication the 


5 Spirit of God parallels with, or calls by the 


** Name of Balaam's Doctrine, namely, the 
© Doctrine of the Wicolaitans, a Sin not meet 


* to be named, but 'twas not mixt Mar- 
© rlages. 


But ſceing it hath been ſo often affirm'd, that 


Joſephus ſaith Balaam's Doctrine was mixt Mar- 
riages, | think it not amils here to inſert what it 
was Baiaam taught Balack, as related by Joſephus. 

Balaam ſaid to Balack (after his Introduction) 
dend to their Camp the faireſt of your 
„Daughters as trimly deck*d and beautified as 
is pollible, who by their Beauty may con- 
6% quer, and by their Love allure their Hearts; 
let theſe wander about and offer themſelves 
to the Converſation of the youngeſt and 
braveſt among them: and as ſoon as they 
ſee them enamour'd, let them pretend to go 
away, and being deſir'd to ſtay, let them 
not yield except they will be perſuaded to 
forſake their Country, Laws, and the Ser- 
vice of God, from whom they receive them, 
and to adore the Gods of the Midianites 
and Moahites; for by this means they ſhall. 
incenſe God's Wrath againſt themſelves. 
Balaam having given this Advice . he de- 
parted. Thus you have the whole of Ba- 
laam's Doctrine, or Advice to Balack, in which 
there is not one word of mixt Marriages, nor 
is it by any juſt Conſequence to be infer?d from 
it; and, with ſubmiſton to better Judgments, 
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 Ithink my Brethren do miſunderſtand Foſephus 


28 


eng . 
as well as the Scriptures, But here I ſuppoſe 
*twill be objected, that the Hebrew young Men 
promis'd the Aidianitiſu Women Marriage, 
and not only io, but they did marry them, 
for Zimri of the Tribe of Simeon married 
Cosbi the Daughter of Zur, and this FJoſepbus 
_ 

Anſw. True, Joſephus doth ſay ſo, and ſup- 
poſing it be true that the Hraelites did promiſe 
them Marriage, and that Zimri married Cosbz, 
„(which by the way if it be, it's ſuch a Truth 
as God did not think meet to have recorded in 
his ſacred Word, and confequently no Crime 
to disbelieve it) yet, as aforeſaid, ſuppoſing 
it be true, Joſephw doth not ſay that this 
is any part of Balaam's Doctrine, nor relate it 
as ſuch, nor is it in any wiſe likely that it was 
the deſign'd Event of it, but only accidental; 
for the words preceding the Promiſe of Mar- 
riage are as follow The Hebrews be- 
© came intangl'd with their Beauty, and con- 
<< verſing with them deſir'd them not to deny 
ce them the Pleaſure and Enjoyment of their 
** Beauty; which was the firſt thing intended 
by Balaam, namely. inticing them to Unclean- 
neſs, and then to uſe that as an Engine to 
draw them to Idolatry: the Damſels having 
in a ſort gain'd the firſt Point, they attempted 
the ſecond. 

The young Women ſeeing them enamour'd 
made ſemblance of a deſign to leave them and 
depart z whereupon (mark that!) the young 
Men earneſtly-intreated them to tarry, and 
promis'd them Marriage, ©&'c. Thus you ſee 
the young Women acted according to Balaam's 
Advice. But to what end were they to make 
pretence of going away ? not to indnce the 
| | | Iſraclites 
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Iſraelites to marry them, for there is nothing 
like that in Balaam's Advice, as we have be- 
fore obſerv'd, but *twas to make them forſake 
their Religion, and their God; and evident it 
is, that what follows (to wit) the Iſraelite: 
promiſing them Marriage, was only the Pro- 
duct of their own Brains. 

In fine, it doth not appear from Joſephus 
that Balaam's Doctrine was mixt Marriages, 
nor from the Scripture, that mixt Marriages 
is Fornication, therefore the Poſition is un- 
prov'd; and then it neceſſarily follows, that it 
is of no uſe to prove what's affirm'd on the 
Queſt ion. 

Thirdly, and laſtly, The Proof of the Affir- 
mative is endeavour'd from theſe three Texts, 
1 Cor. 7. 39. 2 Cor. 6. 14. and Gen, 6. 2. 
and if there be any thing like Proof, we are 
now come to it; as for all the reſt it's like a 
Muſhroom that grows up in the night, and is 
kick'd off in the day: Therefore let us dili- 
gently attend our Brethren through this, and 
we will begin with the firſt, 1 Cor. J. 39. The 
Wife is bound by the Law as long as her Husband 
livethe but if her Husband be dead, ſhe is at liberty 
to be married to whom ſhe will, only in the Lord. 

* The words in the Tord] (ſays the Oppo- 
nent) ſignify in the viſible Church; hence 
we conclude, that a Member of our Church 
is reſtrain'd by this Law to marry one of 
our Communion only. | 
To which it hath been reply'd, © That this 
is only a Caution, and of no higher Autho- 
rity than the Apoſtle's own, and to be ſo 


underitood as not to claſh with what he ſays 
ver. g. 


** 
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(15) 
* 2dly. That this Advice is not general, it 
extends not to Men; becauſe, when the 
„% Woman only is mention'd, the Man is not 
« included, tho on the contrary it's to be ſo 
« underſtood ofttimes. 

And to ſomewhat of this nature Mr. G. re- 
plies in Pag. 43. Whether (ſaith he) when 
** the Women being mention'd includes the 
« Men or no, I will not ſtand upon. And elſe- 
where ſays, That if it be only a Caution, it's 
founded on a Command, and mentions Deut. 7. 
3, and from hence concludes tis equal with a 
Command. 

To which it's reply'd, That if that is the 
& only Command that gives force to this Cau- 
tion, then there is no force in the Caution, 
„ becauſe the Command it ſelf hath loſt its 
«© force. 

This, I think, is the ſubſtance of what hath 
been ſaid on this Text. And, as the wiſe Man 
well obſerves, the wringing of the Noſe bringetl 
forth Blood, Prov, 30. 33. ſo the forcing a Text 
bringeth forth a Senſe never intended by the 
Author; for if we duly conſider 2 Coy, 5. 17, 
and compare it with 1 Cor. 5. 1. we may per- 


ceive that to be in the Church is one thing, and 


to be in the Lord another. But ſuppoſing, not 


granting, the Opponent is right in explaining 
the Text, yet he may be greatly out in ap- 


' plying it, for want of due regard to the Cir- 


cumſtances of Time and Place; for he ought 
to conſider the Time when, and the Place where 
theſe Words were ſpoken, and the preſent Time 
and Place, between which there is a great ſpace, 
and in many things a vaſt diſparity : To in- 
ſtance one for all, then there was but one Com- 
munity of Chriſtians, but there are many now. 


But 


(16) 

But perhaps ſome may object, that it's need- 
leſs ts take notice of theſe things. 

To ſuch I anſwer, That lay it aſide, and 1 
will undertake not only to prove mixt Mar- 
riages unlawful, but alſo inceſtuous Marriages 
lawful, and that from the Scriptures. 

On the other hand, to the Reſpondent let 
me ſay, If you are in the right as to the Na- 
ture of the words, yet I think you are miſ- 
taken as to the Extent of them: It's true, the 
Apoſtle is ſpeaking only of a Woman, and 
ſays, that ſhe is bound, &c. Now had he ſpoken 
(in this place) of the legal Obligation on the 
Man, he would certainly have faid, That the 
Husband is bound by the Law as long as hit Wife 
liveth; but if bis Wife be dead be is at liberty to 
be married to wbom he will : this I preſume all will 
allow, and there is no good reaſon to conclude 
that he would have omitted the Reſtriction 
annex'd to the Liberty, viz. only in the Lord, 

And now that we may the hetter underſtand 
the Apoſtle, let us conſider the Words. 

St. Paul having in the former part of this 
Chapter let the Church of Corinth (in Anſwer 
to their Letter) know that *twas lawful for 
unmarried Perſons to marry, and unlawful for 
married Perſons to forſake each other during 
Life; but if a Woman's Husband be dead, [he 
is at liberty to be marricd to whom ſhe will, only in 
the Lord tis the words, In the Lord, we are 
on this occaſion chiefly concern'd to enquire 
into; Which Words are to be underſtood ina 
ſaving and proper, or a general and more im- 
proper ſenſe: to be in the Lord, or in Chriſt, 
ina faving ſenſe, is to be united to him by a 
Itvely Faith, as a Branch to a Vine, or a Graft 
do a Stock, that is, ſo as to partake of the * 
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of the Root or Stock, And let me add, the 
Union between Chriſt Jeſus and a true Believer 
is more compleat than that of a Stock and 
Graft; for altho the Stock or Root on which 
the Branch is grafted doth communicate Sap to 
the Graft, and thereby cauſe it to grow, yet it 
changeth not the nature of the Graft: But the 
Divine Sap that flows from the Lord Jeſus to 
the Soul that 1s united to him by Faith, doth 
change the very Nature of the Believer. 2 Cor. 
5. 17. If any Man be in Chriſt Jeſus, be is a new 
Creature; or a new Creation, conform'd in a 
great meaſure to the Image of him that created 
him, Col, 3. 10. and the Fruit he produceth is 
not agreeable to his former Nature, but agree- 
able to the Nature of the Stock, See 2 Cor. 5. 
18, and compare it with Gal. 5. 22. This I 
take to be a true, tho ſhort account of being 
in the Lord in the moſt proper ſenſe. 

24ly. To be in the Lord in a general ſenſe, 
is to be in him by Profeſſion ; and this includes 
not only ſuch as really belong to Chriſt, but 
alſo all ſuch as belong to him only in pre- 
tence. | 

But here ſome may ſay that it's very un- 
likely that the Apoſtle by theſe words | in the 
Lord ] doth mean in Chriſt in the moſt pro- 
per ſenſe, becauſe it's impoſſible to know in- 
fallibly whether my Neighbour be in Chriſt of 
no in that ſenſe; and if we underſtand it in a 
general ſenſe, then this Text allows us to mar- 
ry with any Perſon, provided he profeſſeth 
himſelf a Chriſtian. 4 

Anſw. I freely grant, that we cannot infalli- 


bly know who is a true, and who is not a true 


Chriſtian ; yet I dare not hence conclude, that 


what 
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what is ſaid in this Text take the liberty to 
marry with Perſons who are vicious in their 
Lives, be they never ſo great Pretenders to 
Chriſtianity. | 

In brief; all thoſe that profeſs themſelves 
Chriſtians, and do not in Works deny Chriſt, 
we may ſafely account to be ſuch who are in 
the Lord; and with any ſuch 'tis abſolutely 
law ful for us to marry, tho perhaps not ex pe- 
dient, if they be not of the ſame Mind and 
judgment with us: and this offers not the leaſt 
Violence to the Text. 

The next here we are to conſider is 2 Cor. 6. 
14. Be not unequally yoked with Unbelievers, &c. 
and this Text the Opponent thinks is full. to 
{is purpoſe, and proves what he hath affirm'd: 
„ tor, ſaith he, it's a Law of Marriages; and 
to ſtrengthen it adds, that Dr. Babington is 
© of his Opinion: and to put it beyond all 
doubt, tells us, that the Text reads thus, 
«© Ne impari jugo copulamini cum infidelibus, 
« Be not uncqually yoked, coupled or ty'd to- 
«© gether ; and Conjugium is Marriage or Wed- 
lock, and Conjugaa Wife. So that the Pro- 
<< hibition of the Apoſtle is, that Believers do 
« not yoke, couple, or tie themſelves together 
cum inſidelihus, i. e. with Inhdels or Unbe- 
lievers, Conjugio, in Marriage or Wed- 
& lock. Mr. G. p. 41. | 

To ballance which ſome have tried how this 
would ſute another Caſe, (viz,) to prove, 


- © Thar ſuch as Chriſt by his Providence hath 


ce freed from their Marriage-Obligation, ſhould 
«© not be again intangl'd in the ſame ; the 
e Text they quote is Gal. 5. 1. ſaying, the 
« Text (according to Beza, which ſeems to be 
© the ſame that Mr. G. follow'd) reads thus, 

In 
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„ 12 
4 In libertate igitur qua Chriſtus nos liberavit 
te perſtate, & ne regredientes implicamini ſervitutis 
| © jugo. Now Conjugium is Marriage or Wed- 
lock, and Conjuga a Wife, and Conjux a Huſ- 
© hand or Wife; ſo that the Prohibition of the 
ce Apoſtle is, that ſuch as Chriſt hath made free 
„ ſhould not again be intangled, Conjugio, in 
Marriage or Wedlock. | 
Thus you have the Caſe ballanc'd, for there's 
jaſt as much Argument in what the one ſays as 
the other: and he muſt be wiſer than I that can 
ſee any thing like Argument in it, nor can I ſo. 
much as gueſs at Mr. Griffith's deſign; for if he 
only intended to ſtep above the reach of his 
Enpliſh Reader, he loſt more than he got by it; 
if he did it purely to have the advantage of 
improving the word Jugum, he might have 
ſav'd his Latin, and with better ſhew made ſuch 
an improvement of the Engliſh word Toke, 
If he deſign'd to impoſe, I muſt ſay *twas not 
like himſelf, for I think he was a very honeſt 
godly Man, | | | 
In fine, if he thought the Latin Verſion fuller 
to his purpoſe than our Engliſh, it appears that 
he was miſtaken: But by the way, ſuppoſe it 
were, unleſs it agreed better with the Greek, he 
could not expect that we ſhould conclude the 
Point was determin'd; for if ſo, a Man might 
this way prove almoſt any thing: as for Exam- 
ple, Suppoſe I had undertaken to prove Mar- 
riage a Sacrament, I would cite Epbeſ. 5. 32: 
Hoc eſt magnum Sacramentum; this is a great 
Sacrament. This Text proves my Point, and 
that without any Paraphraſe: For thus the 
Valgar and Arius Montanus do render it, which 
indeed is a falſe Tranſlation of the word He 
S%oy, for it properly ſignifies a hidden thing; 
| Bz 
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a Myſtery, as our Tranſlators render it, and 
indeed ſo have they themſelves in many other 
places. But perhaps *twiil be objected, that 
Mr. Gr:fith did not follow theſe Verſions. I 
anſwer, True, he did not; but if he hath the 
liberty to chooſe ſuch a Tranſlation as belt ſutes 
his Caſe (for that's what we are upon) then 1 
hope I may do the like. Moreover, tis well 
known, that not only the Vulgar, and Arius 


Montanis have taken the liberty to depart from 


the Original, as they ſaw meet, but alſo Calvin, 
Beta, Caſtalio, Eraſmus, Junius and Tremellius, 
and ſeveral others, nay Jerom pleads for that li- 
berty, and againſt a literal Tranſlation. 

But to return: whatſoever my Brother Grif- 


eth deſign was, I have reaſon to think his Zeal | 
cclips'd bis judgment. 


| ſhall make no Obſervation on what is ſaid 
on the other hand, becauſe the Deſign is only to 
ballance the Cale but others have gone further 
with the Reſpondency, telling us, That the 
© Text is not fo clearly tranſſated as it might 
© be, for (465 lignifies not only a'Yoke, but alſo 
© a pair of Ballances, Rev. 6. 5. and it's a 
** known Rule among Tranſlators. that an Equi- 
© vocal Word muſt be render'd ſo as beſt agrees 
* with the ſcope of the place, which had our 
* Tranflators obſerv'd here, they would have 


render'd py ,es eneotuysllts, be not une- 


% qually inclin'd, or, be not unequally ballanc'd 
e towards Unbelievers: which beſt agrees with 
*© what goes before, ver. 12, 13. Ye are not 
* ſtraitned in us, but ye are ſtraitned in your own 
* Bowels : g. d. there is no want of Love and 
«& Fatherly Affection on our part, but there is 
* a Deficiency and that on your part. Now for 


© a recompence in tbe ſame ( I ſpeak unto ou my 
Chil- 


? 
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% Children) be ye alſo enlarged: i. e. Do not 


be ſo unnatural and ungrateful, but make ſome 


< juſt returns of Love for Love; as I and the 
© reſt of the Apoſtles are not ſtraitned in our 
* Love towards you, neither be you towards 
cus, and don't ſuffer your ſelves to be drawn 
& away; ver. 14. Be not unequally inclin'd to- 
« wards theſe Pſeudo-Chriſtians, that in plain 
are no better than Infidels, 

And of this Opinion is the Learned Dr. Ham. 
mond. Unequally yoked, the word trrgotvyer the 
« Vulgar renders Jugum ducere ; which ſeems to 
© have given occaſion to Budeu, and H. Ste- 
e phanus ont of him, to affirm, that erzgo(uygy 
<« here in this Apoſtle is us'd for ouofuyey, to 
* be in Yoke with another: But this is a 
© miſtake without any grounds, ſave only the 
«© equivocalneſs of the word tvyos, which fig- 
ce nifiesa Yoke to draw in, as well as a Ballance 
« to weigh in; the word tregotuyav is doubt- 
ee leſs to be render'd here, as in Greek Authors 
&« it ſignifies; among whom a pair of Scales or 
“ Ballance, whoſe Beam inclines or propends 
t towards one part, is call'd 5x3 ws erepituy- 
“ (in oppoſition to iortvyG-, equally inclin'd 
« both ways, or whoſe Beam ſtands even) tru. 
te tina alteri Jugis, tTegoegonns, non ic; a 
4 Scale that weighs down one way, ſtands not 
© in Equilibration. So in Phocylides. 

ET&I uv MH KpSav £TEgotuyev HAN Too EAKEY ; 
© Let the Ballance ſtand even, not inclin'd more 
* to one ſide. 

« And ſo the Senſe of the place (ſaith he) 
« will be, Be not more propenſe and inclin'd 
« towards the Propoſals of theſe Apoſtatizing 
“ Gnoſticks, that Hereſy to which your preſent 


&« Leaders would ſeduce you, than you are to 
v3) B 3 « us 


oe" 
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* vs'the Apoſtles of Chriſt, who love you ſo 
A paſſionately, which is the Argument almoſt 

« cf the whole Chapter, He alſo tells us, that 
in St.Clement*s Epiſtle to the ſame Corinthians | is 
a Phraſe directly parallel to this. 

Thus you have Doctor againſt Doctor; 
Dr. Hammond opening the Caſe and ſnew ing 
the Grounds of Dr. Babington's and others 
miitakes : Miſtakes did I ſay? ſurely ſo it is, 
and that without any folid reaſon, to reſtrain 
this Text particularly to Marriages; yet I can- 
not ſay 'tis a Miſtake to render the words, Be 
not uncqually yoked, for that ſeems beſt to agree 
with what follows; tho to render it, be not un- 
equally inclin'd, beſt. agrecs with what goes be- 
fore. In mort, if it muſt be reſtrain'd to any 
thing in particular, it muſt be to Church-Com- 
mnnion ; elſe what means theſe words ver. 16. 
What a: rreement bath the Temple of God with Idols? 
and in the ſame Verſe, ye are the Temple of 
God, &c. But the Terms ſeem to be of a more 
general Significancy, and admit of a more co- 
pious Interpretation, even to the forbidding not 
only all manner of Communion in Religious 
Affairs, but alſo all unneceſſary Fellowſhip in 
Civil Affairs, which will include Marriages, and 
Dr. Hammond's Expoſition alſo; ſo that when 
we have ſqueez'd this Text to the utmoſt, we 
ſhall get fomething to ſtrengthen a little what 
we advanc*d from the former; tho truly *tis but 
2 little, becauſe the Text is not properly appli- 
cable to Marriages only in a common or general 

tenſe, 7. e. in the ſame ſenſe as it forbids keep- 
ing idle Company, Cc. 

[aſtly, Gen. 6. 2. is brovght to prove the 
Affirmative. The Sons of God ſaw the Daughters 
of Alen, that they were fair, and they took” them 
Wives 


ſo 
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Wives of all which they choſe. ©* The Sons of 


„God (faith Mr. 6.) undoubtedly muſt be 


© underſtood to be the then Church of God ; 
« to prove which he again quotes Dr, Babington, 
<« alſo the Dutch Annotations, p. 8. 

Here ſome, to ballance with Human Antho- 
rity, have reply'd, * That 'twas the Opinion 
* of Juſtin Martyr, Cyprian, Clemens Alexandri- 
nus, and ſeveral others, that by the Sons of 
« God we are to underſtand the Angels, who 
© in their aſſum'd Bodies went in unto the 
* Daughters of Men, and begat thoſe Monſters 
ce calld Giants: And if there be any thing in 
Antiquity, they conclude they have out- ballanc'd 
the Caſe. And to this they add, © Thar tis ſo 
* recorded in the Prophecy of Enoch, or the 
© Book that bears his Name. 

But that Anſwer which is moſt worthy our 
taking notice of is from the Original, vir. 
* That the, word 2175778 often lipnifies io 
** more than a Judg or Sovereign, or Perſons 
«< inveſted with Authority, as in Pſal, 82. 6 
and by the Daughters of Men, the inferior 
«© ſort, as in ver. 7. where they are oppos'd 
« one to the other; and that the Verb MD? 
e ſignifies not only to take, but to take by 
« force, to ſurpriſe or raviſh: and appa- 
« rently it is ſo to be underſtood here, for 
“ this behaviour is call'd a Violence, ver. 11, 
6 13. And fo the ſenſe is, That the Sons of the 
supreme ſeeing the Daughters of the infe- 
« rjor ſort to be beautiful, gave themſelves 
ce the looſe to take them Women of all that 
© they choſe: ſo ſome Tranſlators render the 
« Words. 

What ſhall we ſay to this Text? Truly 
*tis hard to be underſtood, and too dark to 
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be a Foundation for Excommunicatiop, 

But let us reflect on what is ſaid of it. 

1. Suppoling Mr. G. Dr. Babington, and the 
Dutch Annotators to be in the right, that it 
was the then Church of God, their Notion 
of it is, that twas ſuch a Church-State as that 
of the Jews, as appears from their words; 
and if fo, tis not rightly apply'd, ſince there 
is ſo great a Diſparity between the Jewiſh and 
a Goſpel Church. 

2. As to the Opinion of Juſtin Martyr, &c. 
Say it contrary to both Scripture and Rea- 
on 

3. If it be underſtood according to the 
Tranſlation laſt mention'd, it's altogether fo- 
reign to our preſent purpoſe; for my part, [ 
treely confeſs 1 do not underſtand it: yet if it 
hath any relation tp Marriages, it affords us 
only thus much, that 'tis a God - provoking Sin 
for the Worſhippers of the true God to join 
in Marriage with idolaters, 

Thus we are got through the Heads of this 
Controverſy : ; and upon the exacteſt Scrutiny 
that 1 am capable of making, this following is 
the moſt I can find in it That we ought to 
have ſtrict regard to Piety in our choice of 
an Helpmeet; this ſeems to be the Bounds ſer 
by the Apoſtle, 1 Cor. 7,39. which is the only 
Text that is properly apply'd in the Contro- 
verſy; and while we keep within this Pale 
we tranſgreſs no expreſs Law of God, tho 
we ſhould go beyond the Verge of our Com- 
munity. - But perhaps here *twill be objected, 
that, according to that Law which was given 
to the Jews concerning Marriages, Marriage 
out of the. Church is a Tranſgreſlion of the 

20 of God and tho er Law, as ſuch, is 
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not binding to us Chriſtans, yet whereas the 
ſame Law is injoin'd on us, and but darkly 
deliver'd, we may have recourſe to that for 
Explication. 

Anſw. I deny that 'tis the ſame, and let 
any Man prove it if he can: but ſuppoſing it 
were, it would do you no Service; for the 
Iſraelites when that Law was given them were 
all of one Sect, but in time they divided into 
about ſeventy, and when thus divided that Law 
did not fo reſtrain them but that they might 
marry with a Jew, tho differently perſuaded 
as to ſome things: even ſo when the Apoſtle 
gave this Law to the Chriſtian Church, they 
were all of one Sect, but now are divided into al- 
molt as many as the Jews were, By parity of 
Reaſon this Law given by the Apoſtle doth not 
reſtrain us but that we may marry with a Chri- 
ſtian, tho of a differing Perſuaſion touching 
ſome things. | 

Object. Then according to that Notion re- 
corded on our Aſſembly-Book, you allow of 
Marriage with Unbelievers ; for that ſays that 
a Believer or Unbeliever is one that is or is not 
a Member of the Viſible Church, and by Viſi- 
ble Church they intend the Churches of our 
Community, and it's well known who we eſteem 
Members. 

Anſw, I have as great a Veneration for our 
Aſſembly as any Man ought to have, yer I 
dare not make their Book the Standard to mea- 
ſure my Faith and Charity, but the Scriptures ; 
and if any Perſon will undertake to prove 
that none are in Chriſt in the ſenſe of the 
Apoſtle 2 Cor. 5. 17. but thoſe of our Commu- 
nion, I will (it thoſe more capable will not) 
be his Reſpondent, notwithſtanding I am 2 
. | 5 tiſ. 
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ſatisfied as to the Conſtitution of our Church, 
and ſo eſtabliſh'd in that clear and unſophiſti- 
cated Doctrine of Believers Baptiſm, that | 
could part with my Life it ſelf rather than 
diſown it, nor indeed am I willing to imbrace 
any Notion that doth claſh with it; for cer- 
tainly there is a ſweet Harmony and good Con- 
cord between all Goſpel Truths. And then it 
neceſſarily follows, chat two oppoſite Notions 
eſſentially differing cannot be both true, and 
' ſuch are theſe, to wit, the Notion that none 
are Believers but ſuch. as are within the Pale 
of our Church, and that of Believers Baptiſm. 
And now I have our Brethren that own the 
former on a fair Dilemma; for if their Opi- 
nion be true, that none are Believers but ſuch 
who are Members of our Church, Why do 
they affirm that Believers are the only proper 
Subjects of Baptiſm ? If their Opinion be falſe, 
. why ſhould they hug it any longer ? 

t have ſometimes thought, if a Man pro- 
feſſing bimſelt heartily ſorry for Sin, deligning 
dy Grace to live a holy Lite, and his Faith in 
the Perſon and Undertakings of the Lord Jeſus, 
agreeable to the Articles of the Church of 
England, ſhould at any time offer himſelf for 
Baptiſm, that we ſhould not deny him, unleſs 
his Actions ran counter to his Profeſſion 3 and I 
can't ſee why the fame Faith that qualifies a 
Perſon for Baptiſm, ſhould not quality him for 
Marriage. 

Object. There is a vaſt difference between him 
that offers himſelf for Baptiſm, and him that 
doth not, 

Anſw, True in ſome ſenſe, and fo there is 
between a Propoſal for Baptiſm, and a Pro- 
poſal for Marriage: but pray obſerve, tis "yy 
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his Overture to the Church that qualifies him 
for Baptiſm, but his Faith, and ſo likewiſe in 
the caſe of Marriage. 

Queſt, Is there no Evil in ſuch Marriages ? 

Anſw. Ves, there's the Evil of many Incon- 
veniences; therefore Chriſtian Prudence teaches - 
us to abſtain from ſuch Marriages, and ſo 1 
the Word of God in ſome ſenſe, 1 Theſſ. 5. 2 
Abſtain from all appearance of Evil; but the Cri. 
ticks will tell us that Es fi onifies Kind as well 
as Appearance, and that it's ſo tranſlated by ſome, 
Abvſtain from every kind of Evil. To which I 
aniwer, That ſome of thoſe Inconveniences 
are one kind of Evil, and that I ſuppoſe he 
that objects this doth know. 

Queſt, What think you of caſting Perſons 
out of Fellowſhip for ſuch Marriages !? 

Aaſw. Tis the moſt unaccountable Weakneſs 
that we are or can be guilty of, becauſe it's 
condemning and puniſhing Perſons on pretence 
that they have broken God's Law, without 
' proving the condemned guilty of the Fact; than 

which nothing can be more diſſonant to theWord 
of God and Principles of Juſtice,nor more below 
Reaſon and Ingenuity. And how ſuch a Practice 
got footing amongſt a People that ſo cloſely 
follow the Word of God in other parts of their 
Diſcipline, is to me an aſtoniſhing Conſidera- 
tion ! but ſo it is. As for Example, Here is a 
Member of our Church who is married to one 
that is not (yet a Godly Perſon) and here- 
upon he is admoniſf'd to repent of his Sin in 
ſo doing. 

He denies that ?tis a Sin, and calls upon 
his Monitor to prove it, and perhaps he cites 
1 Cor. 7. 39. and 2 Cor. 6. 14. and tells him it's 
ney forbidden. Well, what is here fobidden ? 


Why . 
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Why Marrage with Perſons out of Chriſt, or 
Unbelievers. Well, ſuppoſe it to be ſo, tho tis 
a great Queſtion whether the latter have any 
relation to Marriages; if it hath, it's ina very 
remote and improper ſenſe, as we before ob- 
fſerv'd : but ſuppoſing it hath in the moſt pro- 
per ſenſe, yet this Text doth not ſay that the 
Perſon to whom he ( under preſent view ) 
is married is an Unbeliever : ſo that the chief 
thing that proves him a Sinner 1s unprov'd, and 
yet he muſt be caſt out purely becauſe we ſup- 
pole he hath married an Unbeliever, which as 

et we have not prov'd, nor do we attempt 
it. And pray is not thisan unaccountable Weak- 
neſs ? I will uſe a Similitude to make this more 
clear and familiar to my Brethren that live in 
the Country: Suppole it were a Privilege be- 
Jonging to the Tenants of our Mannor to cut 
down any Tree great or ſmall for their conve- 
nient uſe that grew on the ſame, provided they 
are Oaks; on the other hand, we are denied 
the uſe of the reſt, on the Penalty of being 
expell'd the Lord's Court, and the loſs of all 
Privileges belonging to a Tenant; and | having 
occaſion for a Stick of Timber, knowing my 
Privilege, have choſen a Tree and cut it down : 
Now ſhould the Steward and Tenants hereupon 
expel me, and deprive me of all Privileges on 
pretence that I have gone beyond the Liberty 
of the Mannor, without proving that the Tree 
cut down was ſome other Tree, and not an 
Oak; what Weakneſs and Injuſtice would ſo 
unaccountable Procedure beſpeak ? Yet this is 
our Caſe, unleſs it can be prov'd that all are 


Uabelievers who are not in Communion with 
Us. , 


But 
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But here is a common, tho very weak ſhift to 
creep out of this, viz. That we have nothing 
to do to judg thoſe without. 

To which 1 anſwer ; That if fo, then we have 

nothing to do to caſt out thoſe that are within, 
unleſs all Marriages are malum in ſe, which no 
Religious Man can once imagine: therefore up- 
on this Hypotheſis, that we may not judg thoſe 
that are without, we are for ever bar'd from 
caſting Perſons out of the Church for mixt 
Marriages. 
Queſt, What is your Opinion reſpecting ſuch 
who marry with Infidels, Idolaters or vicious 
Perſons, may we caſt them out, ſince you confeſs 
that ſuch are not to be accouunted in the 
Lord? 

Anſ. Tis apparent that ſuch walk diſorderly, 
and not according to the Traditions they re- 
cciv'd of the Apoſtles, and from ſuch we are ex- 
horted to withdraw: but whether we may fol- 
low this Exhortation at all Adventures, or in all 
Caſes, is doubtful, becauſe the End of the Ordi- 
nance cannot be anſwer'd (it we ſhould) in 
ſome Caſes, this for one. And why we ſhould 
apply a Remedy when we know beforehand that 
the Diſtemper is incurable, 1 cannot tell. Now 
the End of withdrawing or avoiding, is to make 
the diſorderly Perſon forſake his diſorderly 
Courſe; which he cannot do in this caſe with- 
out running into that which is worſe and more 
diſorderly, as appears from 1 Cor. 7. 10, 11. and 
our Lord's words, Mat. 5. 32. And ' tis evident 
that the leſſer muſt give place to the greater, 
from Chriſt's Argument to the Jews, Mat. 1 2. 5. 
Therefore this Caſe in particular is very doubt - 
ful to me at preſent: and by the way, if there 
is ground to doubt whether we may * 
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from ſuch as we can prove guilty, how much 
more when the matter of Fact is wholly un- 
prov'd? 

am not altogether unacquainted with the 
Anſwer to this Scruple, viz; That the Sin lies 
in the Contract, not in the Marriage, which a 
Man may for lake in purpoſe, tho not recal, and 
then here is no need of a Separation : to de- 
monſtrate which this Similitude is us'd ; Thata 
Man that hath been drunk may be ſorry for it, 
and reſolve that he will for ever forſake it; and 
_ he cannot recal the Fact, yet this is certain- 

a forſaking the Sin. 

But the DiltinCtion is too nice to be good, and 
the Similitude is rather againſt than for them if 
rightly underſtood ; for ſuppoſe I am drunk, 
and while ſo (for ſo we muſt ſtate it) my Bro- 
ther warns me of my Sin and Danger, as alſo 
to for ſake it: I reply, I am ſenſible of and ſorry 
for it, but cannot recal it, but when I am out 
of this State I will never come into it again; 
yet at the ſame time I continue drinking, and 
reſolve ſo to do as long as my Liquor doth laſt. 
Now will any from hence conclude that I for- 
ſake this Sin? Surely no; yet by this Diſtincti- 
on we mult, for the Sin doth not lie in the 
drinking what I now drink, but in drinking 
that which brought me into this State. 

Ihe Sum of theſe Obſervations is this. 

1. That it's abſolutely lawful, but not expe- 
dient for Chriſtians ro marry with each other 
that are not of the ſame Judgment in Circum- 
ſtantial Things. 

2. That it is an unjuſt and dareaſdtiable Act 
for a Church to exclude any Perſon from her 
Communion for ſo doing. 


3. That 


(31) 

3. That it's ſinful for Gracions Perſons to 
marry with the Graceleſs. 

4. That ir's doubtful notwithſtanding, whe- 
ther the Church may withdraw from them 
for ſo doing, and that for thoſe Reaſons men- 
tion'd in the Anſwer to this Queſtion. 


And now to conclude ; Let not thoſe my Bre- 
thren that cannot ſee with my Eyes be offended 
with me, becauſe the Bleſling of Joſeph is my Lot. 
What tho the Branches of my Charity do reach 
over the Wall, Ll love thoſe within never the leſs; 
nay, I really pity, and not in the leaſt envy even 
thoſe of them who are ſo very narrow-ſpirited : 
nor do 1 like to recriminate, but am willing to 
caſt the Mantle of Love over the Infirmities of 
my Brethren; yet this I muſt ſay, it looks like 
2 Contradiction to believe the Doctrine of Uni- 
verſal Grace, and at the ſame time to think 
none are regenerated by Grace but thoſe few 
within the Pale of our Church. And how {ſuch 
can reprove others for making a Monopoly, or 
Incloſure of the unconfin'd Grace of God, when 
themſelves confine it to a much narrower Com- 
paſs, is what l cannot fathom : therefore if ſuch 
will not be convinc'd of their Shortneſs and In- 
conſiſtency, yet let them always remember, that 
as far as I differ from them, even ſo far they differ 
from me; and while it remains ſo, let us firm- 
ly adhere to the excellent Direction given by 
our Lord, Mat. 7. 12. 

On the other hand, let not thoſe that can 
ſee with my Eyes eſteem it a thing indifferent 
whether they marry with thoſe who are Mem- 
bers of a regular conſtituted Church, or thoſe 
that are not; for notwithſtanding it is not 
ſinful, provided they are 955 Chriſtians, yet 
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there are ſo many Inconveniences attending it, 
that if duly conſider'd, are a ſufficient Reaſon 
againſt it. To inſtance only in one; we ſhould 
train up a Child in the way he ſhould go; and 
if I think l am in the way that I ſhould, or 
ought to go, I cannot but conclude, that 1 
ſhould train up my Child in the fame, But how 


| 


can | do it when l am married to one that is 
perſuaded another way is the right? for while 
| endeavour on my part to plant ſuch Notions 
as I conclude to be right, its other Parent is en- 


deavouring to raze them out, and plant the con- 
trary. Nevertheleſs, let every one of you in par- 


ticular, ſo love bis Wife even as himſelf ;, and the 
Wife ſee that ſhe reverence ber Husband : Epheſ. 
1778 

Finally, Let us all preſs toward the Mark, for 

the Prize of the high Calling of God in Chriſt Jeſus 
And whereunto we have already attained, let us 
walk by the ſame Rule, let us mind the ſame thing 


And if in any thing we be otherwiſe minded, God 


ſhall reveal even this unto us. Phil. 3. 14,1 5, 16. 


